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REMARKS 

Claims 16-37, all the claims pending in the application, stand rejected. Claims 16, 21, 22 
and 26-34 are amended. Claims 17 and 19 are cancelled. 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a) because the Examiner states that they 
do not show the claimed "connecting member." Applicants respectfully submit that the 
connecting member comprises a flexible printed circuit, specifically the "inter panel FPC 43" 
that is shown and described with respect to various embodiments. This is expressly defined at 
page 36, lines 2-8. Accordingly, this objection should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. 

This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

The Examiner asserts that in claim 17, "an inter-panel switching element that is provided 
... and controls passage and non-passage of the driving signal" is not clear. The Examiner 
requires a statement of the display to which passage and non-passage of the driving signal is 
controlled. 

Claim 17 has been cancelled, rendering the rejection moot. Similar language added to 
claim 16 avoids this basis for rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being unpatentable by Kim 
(7,184,012). This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 16 has been amended to incorporate the limitations of claim 17, which specify the 
existence of a switching element in the connector between the first and second displays. 

With regard to such structure from claim 17, the Examiner has pointed to Simmers, 
specifically, the disclosure at col. 4, lines 52-67 that describe an LCD panel 200 that is "split 
logically into two panels 204 and 210. However, this logical separation is not a physical 
switching element located between two displays, as required by the claim. The effective 
powering down of portions of the panel 200 simply means that power or clocking is not supplied 
to certain lines. It does not teach that a physical switch, disclosed as switching element 91 in 
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several preferred but non-limiting embodiments, would be used at a location that is specifically 
between the electrode lines of the two panels. The use of a logical splitting technique completely 
avoids the difficulty of inserting an interpanel switching element between electrode lines of the 
two displays, particularly where the interpanel structure must be flexible. Further, that difficulty 
precludes any suggestion that changing from a logical switch to a physical switch would be 
obvious. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 17, 20-22, 26, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kim (7,184,012) in view of Simmers (5,841,431). This rejection is 
traversed for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 17 

As to claim 17, the rejection is moot in view of the cancellation of the claim. 
Claim 20 

This claim would be patentable for the reasons given for parent claim 16. 
Claim 21 

Claim 21 has been placed into independent form to secure its allowability. The Examiner 
has asserted that Kim discloses at col. 5, lines 32-38 a display apparatus having a driving circuit 
that is connected to either of the first display panel and the second display panel, of which a 
display area is smaller. However, a careful reading of the teachings cited by the Examiner 
reveals that the second LCD 300 is smaller than the first LCD 200, but the only connection of the 
operator 100 is to the larger first LCD 200, not the smaller LCD 300. In the absence of such 
teaching, the claim is patentable. 

Claim 22 

Claim 22 also has been placed into independent form to secure its allowability. The 
Examiner also asserts that Kim discloses in Fig. 3 that a driving circuit that supplies the driving 
signal is connected to the connecting member that connects the first display panel and the second 
display panel. However, a careful examination of Fig. 3 and the related teachings cited by the 
Examiner reveals that the only connection of the operator 100 is to the first LCD 200, not the 
connector FPC that couples the first and second displays. While there is a connection of operator 
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100 to the FPC before the first LCD 200, there is no connection to the FPC between the first 
LCD 200 and the second LCD 300. In the absence of such teaching, the claim is patentable. 
Claim 26 

This claim would be patentable for the reasons given with respect to parent claim 16. 
Further, while the Examiner asserts that "Kim discloses a display apparatus wherein the first 
display panel and the second display panel are operated with different driving signals (col. 1, 
lines 65-67)", that is not everything that is claimed. The Examiner refers to Simmers for an 
inter-panel switching element that is provided between the electrode lines of the first display 
panel, with reference to the powering down feature taught at col. 4, lines 52-67. However, as 
already asserted, this is not a teaching of a switching element that is disposed between electrode 
lines. Finally, the Examiner does not point to any structure in either of Kim or Simmers that 
corresponds to the expressly claimed "signal converting circuit." In the absence of such 
teachings, the claim is patentable. 

Claim 28 

As to claim 28, the claim would be patentable for reasons given for claim 26, as express 
limitations in the claim are not taught in the cited art. 

Claims 23, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kim (7,184,012) in view of Simmers (5,841,431) and in further view of Kumakura et 
al. (2003/0102466). This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

As to claims 23, 24, and 25, which depend from claims 20, 21 and 22, the dependent 
claims would be patentable for the reasons given previously for their parent claims. Kumakura 
et al, which is cited solely for its teaching of a mobile telephone using anisotropic conductive 
adhesive film (ACF) ([0004]), does not remedy the deficiencies of Kim and Simmers. In the 
absence of such teachings, the claims are patentable. 

Claims 30 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim (7,184,012) in view of Simmers (5,841,431) and in further view of Bickerton 
(2003/0025616). This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

As to claims 30 and 34, which depend from amended claim 16, the dependent claims 
would be patentable for the reasons given previously for their parent claim. Bickerton, which is 
cited solely for its teaching of a handheld device formed with organic light emitting diode, does 
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not remedy the deficiencies of Kim and Simmers. In the absence of such teachings, the claims 
are patentable. 

Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim 
(7,184,012) in view of Simmers (5,841,431) and in further view of Everitt (2002/0183945). 

This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

As to claim 32, which depends from amended claim 16, the dependent claim would be 
patentable for the reasons given previously for its parent claim. Everitt, which is cited solely for 
its teaching of a cellular phone formed with active-matrix organic light emitting diode, does not 
remedy the deficiencies of Kim and Simmers. In the absence of such teachings, the claim is 
patentable. 

Claims 18, 19, 27, 29, 33, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kim (7,184,012) in view of Simmers (5,841,431) and in further view of 
Hatae (2002/0060947). This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 19 

As to claim 19, the rejection is moot in view of the cancellation of the claim. 
Claims 18. 27. 29. 33 and 35 

As to claims 18, 27, 29, 33 and 35, which depend from amended claim 16, the dependent 
claims would be patentable for the reasons given previously for their parent claim. Hatae, which 
is cited solely for its teaching of a logic circuit to reduce static current in cellular phone, does not 
remedy the deficiencies of Kim and Simmers. In the absence of such teachings, the claims are 
patentable. 

Claims 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim (7,184,012) in view of Simmers (5,841,431) and in further view of Reyes et al. 
(6,931,265). This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

As to claims 36 and 37, which depend from amended claim 16, the dependent claims 
would be patentable for the reasons given previously for their parent claim. Reyes et al, which is 
cited solely for its teaching of a third display panel, does not remedy the deficiencies of Kim and 
Simmers. In the absence of such teachings, the claims are patentable. 
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Further, as to claim 37, the Examiner admits that Kim (as modified by Simmers and 
Reyes et al.) does not explicitly teach a fourth display panel including a fourth electro-optic 
display medium. The Examiner asserts that such added display would be obvious. 

However, Applicants would respectfully submit that it is not obvious to one skill in the 
art to add a fourth display panel including a fourth electro-optic display medium, and a fourth 
electrode-line group having a plurality of electrode lines to supply a driving signal to the fourth 
electro-optic display medium; and a third connecting member that connects the fourth display 
panel with one of the first display panel, the second display panel, and the third display panel, 
wherein a part or all of the electrode lines of the fourth electrode line group are connected to the 
electrode lines of the first electrode-line group, the electrode lines of the second electrode-line 
group, or the electrode lines of the third electrode-line group via the third connecting member. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Alan J. Kasper/ 
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